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rising. The charts on the following four pages show the fluctuations in 

average rents for middle income families in 21 cities and in the United 
States. These charts are computed from the Bureau of Labor Statistics rental 
figures in the consumer price index for these cities. Unfortunately, the figures 
are not available for other cities. 


C) N the average, residential rents throughout the United States are still 


The pink band on each chart shows the period of Federal rent control. In 
most cities, rents have not risen as rapidly since the end of rent control as they 
did during the period while it was in force. 


In contrast with the figures showing the trends in rents, the second series of 
charts on pages 518 through 524 attempts to measure the supply-demand rela- 
tionship for rental units in 49 cities of the United States and in one Canadian 
city. It is unfortunate that figures on the percentage of residential vacancy are 
not available in these cities at regular intervals. As a substitute we have count- 
ed the number of advertisements for places for rent in the classified columns of 
the local newspapers, and we have also counted the number of “wanted to rent” 
ads. The chart on page 518 shows the average in 38 cities of the United States 
in which figures are available for the entire period. The light blue line on this 
chart shows the actual number of advertisements for places for rent. The red 
line on the chart shows the total number of “wanted to rent” ads appearing in 
these cities. The shaded area enclosed by the two lines is the period of the 
acute housing shortage. 


The metropolitan areas covered by the newspapers in these cities have grown 
tremendously in the period since 1940. We would naturally expect more ad- 
vertisements in metropolitan areas which are now very much larger than they 
were 17 years ago. During this period there have also been changes in the news- 
papers in these cities. In some cities, papers have merged, which also destroys 
the effectiveness of the single count on the number of ‘for rent” ads as a reliable 
barometer of the shortage or surplus. The heavy blue line on the chart attempts 
to adjust for these factors by dividing the number of “for rent” ads by the number 
of “wanted to rent” ads. Theoretically, this should give a rough measure of the 
change in the supply of and demand for rental units, adjusted for changes in 
the size of the community and for local newspaper mergers, etc. 


These figures would indicate that, on the average, the supply of housing is 
increasing at the present time slightly faster than the demand, although the 
(cont. on page 524) 513 








RESIDENTIAL RENTS IN SELECTED CITIES 





py 


RESIDENTIAL RENT INDEX IN THE UNITED STATES 
NATIONAL AVERAGE 


TTT 











FEOERAL 
RENT CONTROL. 


a See ot 


i 
‘45 ‘50 

















BALTIMORE, MD 


mn | OR Ee a BE | 





} 


| 
| 








2 
+ 














gor. 


LL 
75 


1939 
180 — 


+-CHICAGO, ILL 
—r 1 


| 





100 


























949 





1947-1] 


INDEX 





= 





_-——}-——_ —+ 

















































































































RESIDENTIAL RENTS IN SELECTED CITIES 


5 me | ] 180 


CINCINNATI, OHIO CLEVELAND, 


—-7- ~— oo T 




















8 8 ee 


























939 


DETROIT, MICH HOUSTON, 


I 





Th 
ay 


T 
































| | 
tT 
| | 
’ 














4. 

















} | | 
} : ie 
eS: - 4 +—+ 

















Lo) ee } i 75) |) i 
939 ‘45 1939 ‘45 ‘50 








_ 


KANSAS CITY, MO. t+-LOS ANGELES, CALIF 
a 16h——— 
| | t 


40; +++ 


b 

















| 20> 
























































- 
ro) 
oO 
“ 
oO 
s ] 
“ 
o 


INDEX 


160 


160 


60r— + 
751 





f 


r 


+ MILWAUKEE, WISC 


by BOY WENZUICE & © 75 


TTTTTTITT I 
1671— 





RESIDENTIAL RENTS IN SELECTED CITIES 





160r a 
t- MINNEAPOLIS, MINN 


b}-~--+— + 





TTT 














> —__4—_-—_ 











a 


90 





4 





—— 








1939 


1|80-r 


NEW YORK, N. Y 





+ 




















75L 





base 
a pF - - 
Oo, 


1939 ‘AS 
180 








+ PHILADELPHIA, PA. 
160 
































/ 
" ee eT eee 
i l 


es 


pe See ee © 


145 


/ 
ae a aw ee ee oe oe +--+ + -+-+—+f 
| 





4. 





‘50 


‘55 1960 





re pas 
4 mudboenal 


Og aa Te T 
1 | 


— 
























































939 








+ 


= 





+ 





= 
















































































RESIDENTIAL RENTS IN SELECTED CITIES 





- 180 -—— 
+-ST. LOUIS, MO SAN FRANCISCO, CALIF. 
— =m | T T ] 


| 


| 
+41 
r | 





aU b , 








-t-7 
| 
























































) a | 
| 
4 





J 


939 as 


"Lear WASH 

160} poy I 

UU 
= 





























| 20}— 


























—+_~+_+ 80 


sical 751 
‘55 1960 1935 






































8 


WASHINGTON, D. C 














TRENDS OF HOUSING SURPLUS OF RENTAL UNITS 


NATIONAL AVERAGE C by ROY WENZLICK & CO, 19 


= —E 


18000) 


17000} 





16000 


15000 } 


14000 } 





13000} 


12000} 


11000} 





M/ 
+ ; + 


4 TOTAL"FOR RENT”ADS 
7000} 





6000 | | 





| | JtREND OF HOUSING SURPLUS 
4000} Se SS Oe i | |__| _|f | OF RENTAL UNITS | 





























— TRENDS OF HOUSING SURPLUS OF RENTAL UNITS 


(C) by ROY WENZLICK & CO, 1957 
] 7000 7 2100 
ALBANY, N.Y. BALTIMORE, MD BOSTON, MASS 


| 
+ 6000+ T , 1 


+ 5000} + + ; 


: 








| 1 | ii] | 

i j oe eee Lt Li 

‘a5 ‘50 ’ ‘ 940 ‘as ‘so ‘55 . 
} 1050) 


CHICAGO, ILL _ CINCINNATI, OHIO 

















a ae 
‘55 


CLEVELAND, OHIO COLUMBUS, OHIO 





























~~ | TRENDS OF HOUSING SURPLUS 
OF RENTAL UNITS 


| 1750 1400 | 
DAYTON, OHIO DENVER, COLO. DETROIT, MICH. 


T T 

















1940 45 % ro 7% 104 
1050 | ) 175 5 


FORT WORTH, TEXAS HARTFORD, CONN. 


2a T T 


~ 
we 


4 
& 





” 
a 
< 
le 
3] 
a 
vy) 
a 
2 
> 
2 





a 
8 











45 50 35 ) / ’ 45 50 
JACKSONVILLE, FLA KNOXVILLE, TENN 
‘a 


















































© by ROY WENZLICK & CO., 1957 





932 


~ TRENDS OF HOUSING SURPLUS OF RENTAL UNITS mn 


(C) by ROY WENZLICK & CO, 1957 
~ 1225, — $2 (— 


& | LITTLE ROCK, ARK. | LOS ANGELES, CALIF. 





LOUISVILLE, KY. 
4 450 T 


, 


| 
| 








| 
—! 


Lit] 


‘as , ‘ , / ‘ , 95 59 
‘ No 

| 

| 

| 




















MEMPHIS MINNEAPOLIS, MINN. 








| 
| 
| 


























— ——__—— 7 aTs ——————_—_—_—“—a—“—!""""" oe 
OKLAHOMA CITY, OKLA. OMAHA, NEB. 
, 1 { 750} T 1 


| tf 





| 
| 
| 
! 











t 
























































TRENDS OF HOUSING SURPLUS OF RENTAL UNITS 


(C) by ROY WENZLICK & CO., 1957 


3500 ; 
PHILADELPHIA, PA | 
| 3000 | 


9000 





PITTSBURGH, PA. 


1050 + 


150 } 


rt 
o LLL 


PROVIDENCE, RI. 





RALEIGH, N.C 


) oh Sees! 
1940 45 50 
2100 





ST. LOUIS, MO 








RICHMOND, VA. 





Letty ELL 


1940 
1400 


ot LL 


‘45 ‘50 ‘55 


ROCHESTER, NY. 








145 ‘50 ‘55 ‘59 


ST. PAUL, MINN. 





1940 
350 i 


300 | 





‘a5 ‘SO , ‘sg 


SAN ANTONIO, TEXAS 




















— TRENDS OF HOUSING SURPLUS OF RENTAL UNITS 


(C) by ROY WENZLICK & CO., 1957 
1 S560 | - 


SAN FRANCISCO, CALIF.| | SEATTLE, WASH 


SOUTH BEND, IND. 


ana 


] 





| 
| 
| 
| 





| 








145 150 755 


SPRINGFIELD, ILL. | SYRACUSE, N.Y. 


| 
| 


t 
























































TRENDS OF HOUSING SURPLUS OF RENTAL UNITS 


(C) by ROY WENZLICK & CO., 1957 
350 . —m 760 


WASHINGTON, D. C WICHITA, KANS. WORCESTER, MASS. 


4 300} r ry 





55 59 50 


YOUNGSTOWN, OHIO WINNIPEG, CANADA 


1 480} 








(cont. from page 513) 
present relationship of supply to demand is not nearly so high as it was in 1940 
before the housing shortage developed. Apparently, the increase in the supply 
in relationship to the demand in the recent past has been due to some contraction 
in demand, as new building has not been increasing the supply as rapidly as it 
was a year ago. 


OFFICE BUILDING VACANCY DECLINES 


slightly in the last 6 months, although some cities during this same pe- 
riod showed an increase. On the charts on the four following pages, of- 
fice building vacancy is charted, city by city, from 1931 to the present. The 
average vacancy in all cities is superimposed in red on the figures for each in- 
dividual city to show how the individual city varies from the national average. 


{> F FICE building vacancy, on the average in the United States, declined 
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CHARTED BY ROY WENZLICK & CO FROM DATA FURNISHED BY THE 
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF BUILDING OWNERS AND MANAGERS 
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